accumulation, Mr. Kuzar responded lfNo,si iSNot outby, I don't,
in here* yes18 (Tr. 199).

Mr. Kuzar stated that the method used to ventilate the
area, as explained by Mr. Endler, up two entries, and then
being melded with the air coming out at the top of the area
shown on exhibit G-3(a), and then down and out of the return,
was a wrong way to course the ventilating air because all of
the air pressure should be put on the gob, rather than out
the return (Tr. 200).  Good ventilation practice calls for
keeping the majority of the air pressure on the gob to assure
that gases go out the bleeder system to the return, with a
limited amount down the return that has to be travelled
weekly (Tr. 201-202).

On cross-examination, Mr. Kuzar confirmed that he first
reviewed exhibit G-3(a), on Monday prior to the hearingr and
was not previously familiar with plan "review 25" when the
violation was issued (Tr. 203).  He also confirmed that he
had no knowledge as to how the prior 4.2 methane accumulation
got there (Tr. 203-204).  When asked if he knew whether the
arrow that is shown at the top of the plan in question is
still in the current applicable plan, he responded "I do not
know what's in there at the present time.  But if this is the
bleeder system, it better be there11 (Tr. 204).

Inspector Brunatti was recalled in rebuttal and referring
to his notes made on the mine map, exhibit G-2, testified as
to certain air readings that he took in the area on January 10,
In his opinion, ba&ed on his air readings, the air that day
was coursing through several check curtains and by-passing the
gob area.  He measured air quantities of 16,948 and 10,505
CFMfs at two locations, and 5,000 CFM was ventilating the gob
area*  In his opinion, 5,000 CFM for gob ventilation is not
positive pressure on the gob.  The installation of permanent
stoppings rather than ventilation curtains, and the adjustment
of the regulator to control the air flow, would have put pres-
sure on the gob.  Had the gob area been adequately ventilated,
the air in the D-9 right butt section would have been coursing
down all three entries (Tr. 206-210).  He also referred to two
additional air readings of 1,250 and 725 CFM's, which indi-
cated that positive pressure was not maintained on the gob
(Tr. 212).

In response to further questions, Mr. Brunatti stated
that in his opinion there was no positive air flow on the gob
on January 10, and that this condition constituted a viola-
tion of the law.  He confirmed that he did not issue a viola-
tion for this condition that day because he detected no

1555rom roof falls in the mine in question, but was aware of such
